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not of unifying causality, at least of factual unity. Is not every concept a unity ? And might we not say, therefore, that, wherever we have any concept that "means" as its mediate object an object of nature, we also have conceived this object of nature as a unity ?
Our problem is, however, more complicated ; for logical or conceptual unity does not warrant real unity in the least way. We may take out of reality anything, any " system " we want, and " mean " this by one single term. The term as a logical formation is then always a " unity," but it would cause nothing; nay, it would disturb the concept of real unity to say that the " system " as a natural object is a unity also. To say so without a very detailed consideration would deprive the concept of real unity of that undoubted significance which it may have if considered and applied carefully.
"River," " island," "mountain," "the state," "the organism," "England," "humanity/5 "a street," " a lion " are certainly all unities as concepts, meaning certain natural (mediate) objects or classes of natural objects. But, as to real unity, we know so far only that " the organism " and " a lion " are unities, built up by unifying becoming. With regard to all the other objects a special investigation is required.
What sort of an investigation is this to be ?
It would no doubt be best could we study in an analytical way the " becoming " that has led to the natural objects mentioned, as we have studied analytically the becoming that has formed the individual organism. And,, in fact, this is possible with respect to some of these objects. With respect